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IBSTBACT ' * 

r categories of educational research and development 
XR6D) effort are distinguished to guide form^ulation of an 'educational 
R6D program addressing coaiunication skills instruction in the 
elementary schools. It is postulated- that all legitimate educational 
R6D effotts directed toward upgrading the effects of education on a 
learner po^uljation fall under th^ gen^eral headings "instructional 
domain^ speqificit^,** "instructional prograi effectiveness/" and 
"instructional prograi efficiency," The necessary subheadings, or 
categories of educational RSD effort, are postulated to be "criterion 
specification" and. "entry skills" for specificity; "instructional 
path"^and "level of explication" for e^f fectiveness; and 
"application," "cost return," and "support" for efficiency. 
Categories of effort are ''described and illustrated, using 
coiitt|iication skills exeiplars where possible. Preliiinary ' vi«ws on 
the educational- RSD . prograi are presented in flowchart forr* f he ^ 
position is t^aken that such prograis will neither be adequately 
planned nor adequately funded until they periit and require decisions 
regarding later steps to be 'contingent on earlier progress* 
(iuVhorJv , 
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^COMMUNICATION SKILLS: CATEGORIES OF EDUCATIONAL R&D EFFORT 
Joseph F. Follet'tie 



" ABSTRACT 

Categories of educational R&D effort are distinguished to gu/de 
fqrmulatlon of an educational R&D' program addressing Commun i cat i /n Sk i 1 1 
insti*uctlon in the elementary schools. It is postulated that a/11 
legitimate educational R&D efforts directed toward upgrading the 
effects jof education on a learner population classify under t^e 
general headings instructional .doffiain specificity , i ns t ruct>ona 1 
program effectiveness" , and instructional program efficiency/ . The 
necessary subheadings, or categories of educatVonal R&D effort, are 
postulated to be criterion sj^ecifi cation and ent ry ski 1 Is for specif- 
^city, instructional path and leve.1 of expl i cat Ion for Effectiveness, 
and appl I cat i on , cos t-return , and support for efficiency. Categories 
of effort are described arid - I 1 1 us t rated , using Commuivl catjon Skills 
exemplars where .poss ible. Preliminary views on the /educat I onal R&D, 
program which categories Impjy are presented In flowchart form. The 
position Is takeo that such programs will neitherybe adequately pla^ined 
nor adequately funded until they permit and requ.i/e decisions regarding 
later steps to be contingent on ear 1 ier progress/.- it/Ts contended that 
the program sketched has this potential. / 
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COMWJNICATION SKILLS: CATEGORIES OR EDUCATIONAL R&D EFFORT 



The tendency is growing ^to forma 1 i ze planning techniques underlying 
formulation and' execut ion of{broad, long-term educational R&D programs. 
The trend-^evident in applications of Convergence, Delphi, and other 
techniques-'^is commendable because it reflects an ability to develop- 
explicit, public frames of reference which permit planning toward 
product ion- of sound, comprehensive courses of action. While the planning 
procedures set forth in this paper are advocated as more apt to formu- 
lating work tn the Communication Skills domain than alternative contem- 
porary planning routines, these procedures share with alternative routiners 
many of the same ends ai^d some of the same meaps. In particular, they- 
share a goal of producing plans that can be expected to grow sounder 
because they are public and are sufficiently explicit to waVrapt critical 
review and attract unequivocal amendment. 

Two recent Technical Notes--TN- 1 -7O-5 and TN- 1 -70-6--seek to formulate 
facets of *an educational R&D program referencing to Communication Skills 
instruction in the elementary grades.. The earlier papers are necessary 
roots ; this paper presents the tree within which such roots and others 
of a comprehensive program classify. The resulting taxonomy of educational 
R&D efforts then is translated into a preliminary sketch, in 'flowchart 
form, of a comprehensive educational R&D program for Communi cat Ton Skills. 



Categories of Effort ' ^ 

4 

Entry 1 earner popu 1 at i on . Learner c^a racteristics under 1 y i ng ent ry . 
into .an instructional program may be defined in terms of skills, maturation, 
chronological age, or other factors. Current practice in the schools is 
to split an age-defined learner population into general and special 
education populations on the basis that state-defined minjmal levels of 
certafa ski 1 Is and categories of maturation condition classification 
into the general education population. The program to'be sketched 
contemplates further differentiation of the genisral popu 1 at i dn--par t i cu 1 ar 1 y 
on the basis of entry skills levels. However, for present purposes, the , 
notions of^ age-def i ned entry into the schools and classification in-to 
general and Special education populations based on levels of skill and' 
will be accepted." The 



maturation will be accepted. The learner population of 
th^ of the general education category] 



interest will be 



If age-grade-defined entry Into contemplated instruct^ion were taken 
as occurring well beyond kindergarten, then ^ long-term educational R&D 
program could hepS" to infl^jence -entry characteristics of the popu 1 at ion 
by operating/on its prior history in the schools. For present purposes, 
thq, onset of the kindergarten yeai^will be taken as points of entry fa[ 
the learner popu lat ion^.,^^^^Cur rent social organization and educational , 
Organizatfion' tends ta/pre€lude execution of effec!tive educational R&D 
program/ r*ef erenc i ryg to th\preschool history of a learner population^ 
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Thus, th-ere \s a pragmatic basis for assert j ng ' that educational RSO 
programs should not contemplate operating extens i ve 1 y ^a*t the preschoo l"^*'" *> 
level at thi^ time. If, provisionally, we accept this view, then, ,r ' * * 
provisionally, it follows that the learner population is g l-ven to ^ ^ 
educa(u>nal R64) efforts and^ that entry characteristics of the learner ^ 
population are f i xed . ^Whi4e the question is one we would expect to 
reopen, the program to be skeJfched assumes a kindergarten level, ger>eral 
education category, entry learner popujation whose relevant characteristics 
are f ixed . 

It is postulated that all legitimate eclucational RSD efforts directed 
toward' upgrad ing the effects'of 'education oh the learner population classify 
under the general headings of i ns truct iona 1 , doma i n specificity, instructional 
program effectiveness, and instructional program efficiency. 

• 

Instructional domain specificity ." The degree-to which any instruc- 
tional di)main is specified is postulated to be jointly determined by: 

a) how aptly the cr i ter iOn- spec i f i cat i ons for the program's terminal 
skills are stated, and b) how well the program^s entry skills match 
those of an entry learner population. Domain specificity is important- 
because effectiveness and efficiency of an instructional program neces- . 
sarily will be deficient if the instructional domain is not clearly 
bounded. The evaluation of criterion specification models References 
empirically to the community that directs administration of given 
instruction and supports that directive. Educational RSD personnel ' 
pos tulate terminal skills and estimate their rel ev^n t d i mens i ons, and 
required levels after studying an apparent community requirement; there- 
after, some form of commun i ty eva lua t i on "of the pos t u 1 a t ed cr^ ter i op 
model is solicited. The evaluation of ent rV sk i 1 Is characteristics of 
Instruction references empirically to the learner popu 1 at ion'whose entry 
characteristics es tab 1 i sh 'the lower bound of the instructional domain. 

It is contended that any educational R&D program must take ^^tabl ishment 
of instructional domain specificity as a first order ofbusTness and 
that all conceivable efforts to establish speci f i C i ty >n/ i 1 1 classify 

under one of the subheadings of criterion specification and. entry skills, 

* " ' * - • 

I nstruct iona 1 program efl^ect i veness . The degree to1^;hich any 
speci f ic^l ly-bounded -inst ruct iona 1 domain yields an effective i ns t roct i ana 1 - 
program is postulated to be jointly determined by: a) how^wel 1 the , 
program instructional path bridges fr.om entry to term i na ]^|(|ii 1 1 s , and 

b) ho^well the level of exp-lication of the instructional path matches 
population skills brought to i^fstruct^on at any point i n ^at h negotiation. 
Th^ 'evaluation -of instruct ional patfi cha racter i s t i cs 're'fer efl«es to state- 
of-the-art s^iTTs development models which in turn referen to knowtn 
maturat ional*charatter ist ics, of children. The evaluation of'J;evelof^ 
expl i cat ion of the Jnstruct ional path references to the learner population. 
Education RsD' efforts to date have dealt more implicitly than explicitly 
wjth the level of explication facet of. instructional program effectiveness; 
ijt 15 contended that such efforts should treat both classes of effective- 
ness factors st.rai,ght forward ly during program formulation aryl that all 



conceivable efforts to achieve' effectiveness will classify under one of 
the subheadings of instructional path and levfel ^ explication. 

. Instructional program efficiency . The degree to which any effectively 
^eijigned instructional program is efficient is postula*ted to be jointly 
determined 6y: a) application ef f iciency- -how well the instructional * 
program produced and employed in the classroom, matches "des i,gn specifi- 
cations for an effective program, b) cost-return eff iciency rhow 
"Efficiently the aval lable educational resources are usfed (or; how des ign - 
Efficient the expenditure of pos i ted educational resources expended in 
a certain^way would be in light of empi r i ca I' f i nd i ngs) , whejfe it is giveo 
thtat the program is application efficient, and c) support ef f i ci enCy - 
how well the available resources match the design-efficient educational 
resource requfrement, where application efficiency and cost-r^tu-rn 
efficiency for available r-esource expenditures are not at issi 



1^. 



Given that an effective progf-am jdes ign exists, then instrdction 
ill be appl icat ion efficient if: a) the instructional producAis 
consonant with- that design, -and b) instruction is not d i s tor ted Idur i ng 
its administration in thefci;lassroom. Given applic^Ljon efficiency, then 
instruction will bfe cost-rfeturn efficient if, costs associated With 
realizing targeted return are the lowest th^t can be obtained inUight 
of state-of-therart for pedagogical science. Given applicatron alod cost- 
return efficiency, then instruction is support efficient 'Vf communftyi 
support, matches a minimal cos t • iden t i f ied through expl ol ta t ian of fetate- 
of-the-art for pedagogical science. Educational RSO efforts to date 
have dealt rriore implicitly than explicitly with instructional program 
efficiency factors; It Is contenjjed that such efforts should treatiaJl ^ 
classes of efficiency factors straightforwardly during program foripulatlon 
and that al.l conceivable efforts to achieve efficiency will classify under 
,one of the subheadings of, application efficiency^ cost-return efficiency, 
and support efficiency. * ' 



• Categories of Effort vs. Alternative Taxonomies ' 

Thfe postulated taj^qnomy assumjss that all legVtimate educational R&D 
efforts referencing to school -con t ro lied j ns t ruct ion wr^ll classify under 
one of two subheadings of instructional domain s pec if i c i ty ,rnDne of two 
subheadings of ijistructiona 1 program effectiveness, or one of three • 
-'subheadings of i nstruct ion^l program efficiency.^ If this is so, then it 
is neces^sary to show how such customary rubrics as t eva 1 uat ion and teacher 
training f fnd thei^r loci in the taxonomy. ^ 

T-he present .scheme assumes that one evaluates instructional effects 
or trains teachers to admin'ister Ins t rH'ct ion to es tabl i sh or prompte 
efficiency of tp ^o both . Thus, an evaluation program keys terminally 
to behaviorjB reflected in criterion specification and at all interim 
points keys^ to a pr-eviousl y ,negot i ated segment of the instructional path. 
It does so bec^sfe eva 1 uat ion' programs are neede^j to -establish application 



efficiency , and to pronx)te cost-return efficiency. Teacher training i^ay 
be r.equirey tc^rofrxJte *appl1 cat ion efficiency. We cut the matter some- 
what differently' than is customary because evaloat ion and teacher- tra i n i ng 
schemes become meaningful only when referenced to specified facets of a 
grand design to achieve instruct ional^ treatments that are tied to a 
specified domain and are effective and efficient. ^ 

I 1 lustrat ioR tif Categories of Effort 

The taxonoftiy. vv^ll be illustrated using exemplars from the Communication 
SkrlJs domain. The illustrative learner population will be children who 
en^er the ^iublic schools at the kindergarten level and exit from that 
portion* of Communic|t,ion Skills instruction of present interest at the. 
end of Grade 6. Thiis ;\ en t ry sk i 1 1 s will be defined'on "five year olds 
of a general educationyopulatjon." The setting of terminal skills 
criterion levels \s a thprnier question. However, the question is not 
one tha-t necessar ily reqi>Jres further work to resolve. For example, it ^ 
would^e adequate for present purposes to define criterion performance 
in terms of levels achieved^by 50th (fiftieth) percentile preserlt-day 
twelve year olds, with the cpmmunity requiring that effective application- 
efficient and cpst-return-ef Kicient i ns t ruct i on .y i e 1 d 5th (f i f th) percent i 1 e 
future twelve year olds who achieve criterion performance. Such a require- 
ment would imply a community w\llingness to invest more than i s -cur Pen 1 1 y 
invested in Communication Skills instruction for the population if it 
turned out that effective instruction that w'as application and coTt-return 
efficient alone could not close the gap between present and desired 
educational effects. 

The descr i pt i ve" propos i t ions^ to be presented might be viewed as I 
points of depar ture --or as pr^ludial" to more-definitive points of 
departure--for planning efforts tha^ will produce definitive components 
of the contemplated educational R&O program. Such propositions will 
ei^ther have to be accepted or^else deleted, replaced, or refined. For 
any category of effort (or program compo^^ent) , planning objectives are 
to produce a set of propos i t rx)ns" that are exhaustive and acceptable. 

A. Instructional Domain Specificity ^ ^ 

1. Criterion Specification ^ * 

Preliminary criterion specification for a contemplated 
Communication Skills i ns truct i.ona 1 program occurs in TN-1-70-5 
under the headings of primary and secondary terminal skills, 
exclusions, program cha^racter^t i cs , real-t,iroe receptf^n of 
communications, generation of ^mmun i cat ionsv artd persuas^ion. 
The nature of such propositions is i 1 1 us t rated, here using 
propos i tions ^class ify ing under the first two'of these headings'. 



The primary terminal skills of Commun i ca t ion Skills 
instruction are r ea 1 - 1 ime recept^OF^ of communications > 
and generation of communications. • 

A secondary terminal skill of Communication Skills 
instruction is persuasion. An exemplar is instruction 
in debating. 

b. Exclusions^. 

While other instructional programs may be charged with 
securing in the child a long-term storage of Certain 
contents ^mp^loyed in enroute and criterion tasks, content 
learning in the sense of long-term storage is not a part 
of Commun i cation Skills instruct Ton except i nsof ar as 
such 1 earn i ng ,contr i butes directly to the terminal skills 
of such instruction. 

(2) The real-time provision for recep^tion precTudes placing 
a delayed response load on the^> jece i ver ; while delayed 
responses may char act eri ze reception requirements for 
other terminal skills t}f el ementary- school s education, 
they do not char acter i ze^ those for Communication Skills 
reception. 

•Entry Skills • 

^ Preliminary specification of entry skills for, the contemplat 
instru$:t ional program also occurs in TN-1-70-5- T^e headings 
under which propositions classify are 1 anguage' Ski 1 1 s , perceptual 
motor skills, conceptual skills^ and behavior predispositions. 
Both those relevant entry skills that general e/ucatron category 
cMJdren may be expected to possess at different levels and those 
minimal skills ^levels used to classify children into special or 
^general ediication population are reflectecf in the pre 1 imi nary 
sketch of entry sRills. Illustrative propositions classifying 
undei9 the first two headings are the following: ^ 

a . Language Skills.', , 

( 1 ) f Spoken- language entry skills to wh-i ch;, Commun i cat i on Ski Ms 

instruction wi 1 f reference classify under production apd 
reception categories. , 

(2) Learner population will classify into subpopu lat i<5ns on 
the basis of mother tongue. Hence, if-, only one language 

"of instruction i used, then entry skills evaluation by 
mother tojigue i s i nd i cated . . - 



(3) Spoken- language skills levels will vary within a mother- 
tongue-defined subpopulation. Hence, if the within- 
subpopu 1 at ion variation, in entry skills performance is 
^appreciable, then the field of en'try points into Communication 
•Skills instruct ion wi 1 1 be at least two-dimensional; these 
dimensions will be .subpopulation and entry skills* level . n 

i * 

B. Perceptual-Motor Skills , ^ 

• 

(l) Entry into. Commun i cat ion Skills instruction presumed 

certain levels o^f visual and auditory acuity. Children 
•whose vision and hearing fall below these levels and 
cannot quickly be corrected to exceed these levels 
classify in a special education population. ' ^ r 

- (-2) Entry int6 such instruction presumes certain levels of 

visual and auditory discrimination. Children whose visual 
and auditory discrimination fall below these levels and 
cannot quickly' be corrected to exceed these levels 
classify in a special education population. 



Instructional Prograrp Effectiveness 



I ns truct iona 1 Path 
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The .domain specified through explication of entr.y and . / 
criterion skills, the 4 nstructiofta J path consists of flowchart/ 
component sklfls reflecting the anatomy of effective i nterven i/ng 
instruction. Posited component skills of a contemplated 
* Commun I ca/t ion Skills program are enumerated in TN-1-70-5. A* 

subset of these component skills belong to an Oral Reading portion 
of the Commun i cat ion Skills program. Component skills of this 
subset were sequenced in TN-1-70-6 to Providian initial Iv^ 
posited view of the instructional path for Oral Reading. 
(Differe'nt subpopul at ions and entry skijls ^veU could »neces- 
sitate use of different path segments 5t the^ outset of instruction. 
Whether all members of the population eventually share one path 
remains to be determined.) 

2. Levet of Explication 

Irf^tructiona^l ^ath specification occurs at a gross or outline 
level of explication. Even at the path l^evel of explication, it 
is conceivable that component skills elements and the sequenc i ng 
of ' these elements might vary with learn/sr (or subpopulation) 
characteristics. If that "Sjiot truet, then surely it will be 
true that the level of explication of effective instruction wiJl 
vary with learner (or subpopu lation) characteristics," 



One , component skill of oral^readlng is letter-sound rules. 
Only recently has the phonic rules basis for learning how to read 
been made satisfactorily explicit. Ev-en so, many • chi I dren have- 
learned to rea'd well over the years; thgse children inevitably 
* reach a point in Instruction wherein they are able to decode, 
novel rule words of the 1 anguage . to jspeech. In jucF i nstances , 
we infer that 'the child induces the letter-sound and mor phophonemi c 
rules underlying performing well on such tasks. It seem^' tenable 
that the leyeKof explication characterizing effec^tive instruction 
should vary with learner characteristics; in practice, this 
signifies that instruction should reach a level bf explication 
conson§int with ^aJ<in'g 5th (f ! f th) percent i I e achievers to 
.criterion performance, with provisions made to cause higher-level 
achievers to skip. certain elarborative portions of the instruction! 
* That is, path would be seconder i 1 y , def i ned on 1 eye 1 . of ^ac h^i evemen t 
or rate of achievement. (Perhaps classification into ach ievement 
subpopu 1 at ions could be based on prioV rates of i nd i v idua ts , 
computed on an appreciable segment of a common instructional 
path. Ther& is no reason why reclassification should not occur- 
periodically, since rate of achievement is .known to var^ over * 
^^m^e as a function of a wide range of factors.) 

Instructional Program Efficiency' ^ ^ ^ ' 

1. Application EfficTency 

• . , \ ■ 

The efficiency with wh^ich an ef f ect ive instruct ional des ign 
♦ is applied is determined by the ^ctions of two different sets of 
personnel: a) those charged with developing the instructional 
program in consonance wi th ^prov is ions of the effective instructional 
design, and b) the classroom teaching staff charged with admin- 
istering the program produced by an instructional development 
staff. 'Accordingly, we distinguish between D-appl i cat ion effici- r 
ency, referencjng to actions of an instructional devel opment Ttaf f , 
and C-^ppI i ca t ion efficiency, referencing to a classroom teaching 
staff.i 

/ • . . • 

a . D'Appl ication Efficiency . 

The f inst .point at which application can stray from , 
design grovisibns for effective instruction is during develop- 
ment of instruction*. Development operations ex i st 'pr imar i ly 
to exploit pedagogical science to optimize cost-return 
efficiency of t;he instructional- product. Des ign. sped f icat ions 
say very much less' than could tffe said about- pedagogical 
techniqi4es useful to reaching cost-return effi.cient instruction. 
Thus, application of an effective instructional des ign^invol ves 
a good deal more than simply reading the design through a . 
Yievel ojiff/en t qperatlon and then printing up output as an* /' 
/ instruc*tion product. The instructional program "produced will 
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be D-applicatlon efficient If, while appr'eciably embellishing 
. Ml effective Instructional design to serve 'pedagog i ca 1 ends, 
the development staff conforms without exception to irw truct ional 
path and level jof expllcatlpn provisions of the design, ' 

b. C^AppI Icat Ion Efficiency.^ 

A teaching staff w^I 1 1 use specified equipraert't y^hile 
administering the i ns truct Tona 1 product to a sample of the 
learner population In a classroom or alternative specified 
learning situation. The teaching staff may conform or not 
to eitber the des I gn .spec I f I ca 1 1 ons reflected in the^instruc- 
tional product or ta the pedagog,Ical techniques reflected In 
the product. If the teaching staff cJoes not violate design , 
spec I f I cat Ions rref 1 eQted in the product, then the instruction 
ma^nlfests C-appl Icat Ion efficiency I n ^ Sense A ; if staff does 
not violate pedagogical techniques reflected In'the product, 
. then the Instruct ion manifest's C-appl i ca 1 1 on efficiency in 
Sense B . Whll'e we will wish to^stlnguish these senses of 
application efficiency in the classroom, we cannot hope ta 
evaluate cost-return eff iciency straightforwardly unless 
classroom app 1 icat ion -^s efficient In both senses--that is, 
C(A,B)-appl Icatlon efficient. Teaching staffs may perhaps 
wear teaching and research hats. .In the classroom they must 
wear the teaching hat, which we define to mean that they must 
take no liberties with the product's I ris tr-4JGt lona 1 path, level 
of path explication, br level and form of pedagogical expli- 
cation. Undoubtedly, some teachers, in a research role can 
provide valuable feedback to educational R&D efforts to imp'r(Jjve 
the cost-return efficiency of the product. However, the two 
functions must be kept separate if the obj,ect[ve is to produce 
unequivocal Ilfformation on cost-return efficiency of an ^ 
Instructional program. ^ 

Cost-Return €ff icnency \. ^ 

^Given that the design of instruction \s effective, the 
product reflects the (Resign, and c 1 aSsroom Wpl I cat ion is* 
efficient, it remains .to determ i ne' how bestAto employ available 
>or potential educational resources to Insure\that members of 
the learner population (or subpopu 1 at ions thereof) rea^h terminal- 
skills criterion levels at a cost in dollars and learner time 
that is minimal in 1 Ight, of ^ate-of -the-ar t /or pedagogical 
science. - While we cannot real >7 calculate wh'lt the min imum" ' 
costs should be at any point In time, the. matter can be 
approached on a d Imi nl shI ng-retur?ts-of-ef for t basis.. If 
repeated art:tempts to^ improve fi^st-return efficiency over time* 
and RSD d(^TTars yields a negat i ve 1 y-acce lerated I ncreas I ng ' * 
funct lon^ that Is approachTng "an asymptot ^c v^alue, then It \% 
tenable t^t.the effort either i%i badly staffed or a pproach i/)g . 
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state-of- thenar t . If. the latter, Jhen only significant break-- 
througtis in pedagogical science will "blast the cost-r,eturn 

^function into a new^orbit." By Way of analogy, the hydrodynamics 

•state-of-the-art before the 1950s was such that submerged speed 
for |wbmarines was approaching asymptote in a negatively- ^ 
accel era t ed 'j ncreas i ng manner; PSD cost$^ were achieving progres- 
sively smaller retu rns * i n .increased submerged speed. The Albacore 
submarine hull design reflected a breakthrbugb in the science of 
hyd rodynami cs . I n consequence , i t aga i n became^ • prof itab 1 e to 
expend R&D efforts ^appreciably to improve submerged speed of 

- subjTiar ines. However poorly we might rate pedagogical science, 
it seems probabJs that eduSational RSO is much further below ' 
asymptote than submarine RSD before th^ appeararipe of the 

'hydrodynamics finding-s underlying the Albacore hull^oesign. ^ 
What clearly is needed is An' educational' RSD commitment to a 
systematic effort to optimize cost-return efficiency jn ^ight 
of state-of-the-art for , peda^g i cal science. A good place"^ to 
begin would be the" Communication Skil>9 domain. ^ 

3. Support Efficiency . , 

Support efficiency is a badly understaffed area of educational . 
RSD effort 'although entirely legitimate to such operations. Such 
operat ions, need to face the possibility that we will find, when 
all else has been optimized consonant with state-of-the-art, 
that suppoi^t resources are inadequate' to insure that pr^og-ram' 
objectives will be met. Such resources may fall shy, of the mark 
because of i r^suf f i c i ency in magnitude or -because they are 
inefficiently a 1 located in light of real or potential options 
^available concerning how they might be spent. ft seems tenable 
•that a 'Variety of hypotheses' are worth evaluating under t^e 
support efficiency heading. We present one s^uch hypothesis to 
illustrate the domain of such efforts." 

With, the possible exception of the first-generation immigrant 
European poor who long ag© contr routed appreciably to the population 
of poor people in this country, children of the lower classes seem 
%n the average to have fared less well in American education than 
their counterparts in. higher classes, whatever the instruction. 

- We need ask" why, this is so. And we need be open to the response., 
thajt it is so because i rvs t ruc't i ona 1 program support\ef f i c i ency 
is unacceptable for such children. .This is not to say that such*^ 
children attract a smaller per capita investment in tax dollars 
than do children of the more af f 1 uen t--a 1 thoi/gh this may be true 
more, of ten than we would like; Neither is' it to say that such 
Qhildren attract less committed or prepared teaching staffs than 

^ do children of the more aff 1 uent--a 1 though th'is also mdy be true 
in many instances. One proposition worth entertaining is- that 
contemporary .school s are- less charged with teach i ng the ch i Id 
than with presenting him with we 1 1 -c r 1 1 i qued home study assignments . 
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It is frequently contended, that affluent parents on. th^ average 
assuiKe superv i sor-coach rf.u les to a greater extent than do lower 
class parents. If this is so and if it is relevant-, then two 
kinds of solution suggest themselves: a) At an appreciable 
increase^ i^n , tax do] lar support to the schooJs, the r\eed for home 
study can be removed from educational requirements imposed of> 
children of the lower classesr-o'r from those rmposed on a 1 1 
children, or from those .imposed on all children whose paVents -a re 
Unwilling to engage in the superv i Sor-coach activity that makes 
# a , home study program profitable, b) At a smaller increased cost 
in tax dollar support but an 'appreciably increased cost i n» 
commun i ty effort , community programs under school control can 
be identr^fied, evaluate^,' and put into effect. 

. It is probable that efTective application and cost-return 

efficient instruction will entail either dollar or communtty 
effort expenditures not now anticipated by the community if the 
resu 1 1 i s^ to. be across the board support ef f i c i ent ins t^ruct ion . 
Disjointed pilot efforts to identify programs to* amel iorate the 
home 'study problem, if indeed the problerS exists, should give 
way to systematic educational R5D efforts: a) to identify and 
specify the ran^e of viable apt ions for programs centered in 
both school and community but probably school-controlled, and 
/ b) to determine the relative cost-return character ist i cs 'of 

these^ programs. ^(Whether the postulated problem, is home study 
or some other, what we pursue is an affirmative response to the 
complaint that it is not enough to say that schooJs need nrvDre or 
different support. If they do, whatl form should it ta1<e and at 
what cost in tax dollar$ and commun i ty^ ef for t? ) . 

Form of the Educational RSD Program , ' . • 

Foregoing remarks tend to imply a chain of planning and execution ^ 
cu^tivities referenced to production of a Communication Skills instruc- 
tional program whose domain spe^cificity and program effectiveness and 
eff^ci^ncy. are^ consonant with various states-of-tht-art . A .pre 1 i mi nary' 
sketch of the educational RSD program implied by these remarks is 
contained in Figures 1 and 2* Figure 2 simply is a continuation of 
Figure 1. - ^ ^ 

While it would be premature to cost activities identified in the 
flowcharts of Figures 1 and 2, the following rules of thumb apply: 

1) Po^int of departure (POD) plann^ing activities will itJ^t very little 

2 ) pef Ini t i ve planning (DP) ac t i v i t i es fo 1 lowi ng up on POD ac t i v i t i qs 
^^^will be mor£ costly but will tend not 'tg be appreciably expensive 

» in 1 ight/of o*tt imate overall progratn costs. 

3) Execut ion ^EX) activities referencing to definitive plans ^vi.ll 
>. ose the bulk of program resources.* 
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/, Such a scheme is both honest and realistic In that It, invites 

progressive funding at an accelerating level as the level of definitive- 
ness of planning Increases. At a POD planning level, s.taff assert- that 
they may have the beginnings of a useful program; If supporting documents 
lead a funder to concur, then more definitive planning is funded. If 
more definitive planning reveals- feasible execution a'Qtivities which • / 
promise to yield returns consonant with the investment in R£;D dollars-, > 
then and only then need' the funder commit himself to t'^he^ appreciable / 
support levels that execution of comprehensive plans will ^probably 
entail. Moreover, the scheme is consonant with generating criteria 
during planning activities which,, if concurred with by the funder, could:^ 
serve as an unequivocal basis for periodic outs/de evaluation of progress- - 
during the life of an expensive execution activity^ 

The planning and funding of RSD program^ addressing complex mijitaryw 
systems long ago began to feature ph§^<S3N^ont i ngent 'responses ; the systems 
that educational R&D would identify, develdo,. and install are no less 
complex; moreover, they are potentially sufftlciently expensive to warrant-' 
the view that they will neither be adequately planned nor adequately 
funded until they clearly permit and require (decisions on later steps 
always to be contingent on earlier progress. The taxonomy of educational ' 
R&D efforts and the sketch of a program addressing Communj dat Ton S'1<:ills 
presented above address the goal of maKing such contingencies expljcit. 
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